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Abstract. The incidence of poverty is evidenced among rural farm households in developing societies. As a 
result of persistence poverty among rural farm households, there is sudden upsurge in agricultural livelihood 
diversification and rural-urban migration resulting in high rate of urban unemployment. To help generate suitable 
policy variables to help tackle this rampaging issue in the South- south region of Nigeria, this study specifically 
analyzes poverty and income inequality as well as identified determinants of poverty among rural farm 
households in Akwa Ibom State, Nigeria. Data were collected from 390 rural farm household heads spread 
across the rural areas of the State. Combination of sampling methods was employed to sample cross sectional 
data from respondents. The study used descriptive tools and regression analysis (Tobit regressions) to analyze 
information collected. The socio-economic analysis reveals that, most farming household heads were male; an 
average of 12.3 years of formal was discovered; social capital formation was poor, while average age stood at 
42.5 years. About 33.08 % of male headed households and 22.05 % of female headed households live below 
poverty line in the study area. Income inequality index revealed 0.4210 for male headed households and 0.4531 
for female counterpart. The Tobit model estimates revealed that, household head farming experience, years in 
social organization, level of formal education, farm and non-farm income were negative drivers of rural poverty in 
the region. Household’s age, household size, structure of land ownership and gender were positive drivers of 
poverty among rural farming households. It is recommended that sound family welfare packages should be 
implemented in the rural communities. Also, social capital formation should be promoted among rural farming 
households, while adult education policies should be re-visited. Government of the region should also improve 
educational facilities in the rural areas and make marginal lands available to less privileged farmers. 
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Introduction 

In developing countries, agriculture still remains 
the most prominent livelihood activity of most 
rural dwellers [5, 26]. The sector is known to 
employ more than 70 % of the rural population 
and is a major absorber of labour during period 
of economic crises or recession. Literature has 
provided evidence that, more than 60 % of the 
rural population who are mostly farmers in Sub 


Saharan Africa live below poverty line and do not 
have sufficient access to social amenities and in- 
frastructures [7, 27, 29, ]. As noted by A. Garba 
[15], the UN Human Poverty Index, in 1999, 
placed Nigeria among the 25 poorest nations in 
the world. To substantiate this fact, the UNDP re- 
port [28] asserted that, about 68.7 million Nige- 
rians were poor in 2004; while it rose to 112.7 
million in 2010 representing 69 % of the popula- 
tion. Issues related to poverty and income ine- 
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quality are mostly reported as a rural phenome- 
non and more prevalent among farming house- 
holds in Nigeria [18, 23, 25]. For instance, the Na- 
tional Bureau of Statistics in 2010 published in- 
come inequality indices of 43.28 % and 43.34 % 
for urban and rural areas respectively; while the 
national Gini-coefficient Index stood at 44.70 %. 
According to B. Aigbokhan [2], income inequality 
affects economic growth and instigates social 
conflict as well as poverty. 

Globally, poverty and income inequality have 
been identified as major limitations to economic 
growth and development. Despite years of com- 
mitments in agricultural researches and devel- 
opment through enunciation of poverty allevia- 
tion programmes and institutions with evidences 
of achievements; hunger, income inequality as 
well as poverty still triumph over majority of Ni- 
gerians [12]. For instance, in 2004 the relative 
poverty stood at 54.4 % representing 68.7 mil- 
lion Nigerians; whereas in 2010, poverty inci- 
dence rose to 69.00 % representing 112.47 mil- 
lion Nigerians; while in 2011 it was 71.50 % [19]. 
The report also revealed that, 73.2 % of the rural 
population was poor while 61.8 % of urban 
population lives below poverty line in 2010. In 
recent survey, income inequality has also showed 
irregular pattern in Nigeria as revealed by NBS 
[19]. The Gini index was 0.434 in the South-South 
region and 0.444 in the South East region and 
averaged at 0.447 for the country. This revealed 
that, income is unevenly distributed among ur- 
ban and rural households in the country. This 
implies that income inequality and poverty inci- 
dence existed at various levels among categories 
of individuals in the society. Persistence disparity 
in household income and continuous increase in 
societal poverty could lead to inefficient alloca- 
tion of resources, militancy, revolt, criminalities 
and stunted growth in economic activities. In ag- 
ricultural sector, the devastating situation of in- 
come inequality and increasing societal poverty 
is made worst by aggravated rural- urban migra- 
tion among active labour force and diversifica- 
tion of agricultural lands [4, 9]. 

In response to these societal scourges, govern- 
ments at various tiers in Nigeria have set up sev- 
eral policy frameworks to fine-tune existing rural 
development policies and built new ones in order 
to improve on the income level of rural dwellers 
basically farmers. For instance, in 2008, the Akwa 
Ibom State Government initiated integrated 
farming scheme for agricultural graduates and 


set up a micro credit scheme to assist youths en- 
gaged in the agricultural production. In 2011, a 
gender specific skill development scheme was 
enunciated to help improved the wellbeing of en- 
terprise female youths in the state, through the 
provision of soft loans to beneficiaries. Despite 
these incentives and the expanding markets po- 
tentials for the primary and secondary agricul- 
tural commodities in the state; the poverty status 
of rural farmers has steadily declined in recent 
years as evidenced by increasing involvement of 
farmers in off farm income generating activities 
[5, 6]. This situation has a short and long term 
negative effects on the welfare of farmers and 
could also negate the national objective of self- 
food sufficiency in the near future. Given the 
presence level of poverty and income inequality 
prevalence among farming population in the 
country; the current attempt to diversify the 
revenue based of the country following increas- 
ing crude oil price volatility could be jeopardize if 
agricultural sector is the preferred area of inter- 
vention. This is stem from the fact that, majority 
of farmers are poor and income is highly skewed 
among Nigerians. 

To hasten the agricultural development process 
will required motivating rural farmers to become 
active participants in the ongoing engineering of 
the agricultural sector in the country. Thus inves- 
tigating issues concerning rural farmers’ poverty 
and income inequality is a necessity in this era of 
diversification drive in Nigeria. Hence, based on 
this premised, the study specifically identified 
factors that determine rural poverty among rural 
farming households and analyzes the degree of 
income inequality and poverty among them. 

Literature Review 

Several empirical studies have been carried out 
on poverty and income inequality among rural 
households in Nigeria. For instance, M. Ogbonna 
[21] conducted an empirical study to determine 
factors that influence rural poverty among yam 
farm households in south eastern Nigeria. The 
result identified level of education, social group 
membership, farming experience and participa- 
tion in agricultural workshop as negative driver 
of rural poverty. However, household depend- 
ency ratio had a positive relationship with rural 
poverty. In the like manner, B. Asogwa [8] esti- 
mated the determinants of poverty depth among 
the peri-urban farmers in Benue State, Nigeria. 
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Result showed that, farm total economic effi- 
ciency, household income, farm size, household 
size, age, education, farming experience, access to 
credit, gainful employment for household mem- 
bers, membership of farmer association, exten- 
sion contact and valuable farm asset significantly 
influenced poverty among respondents. In the 
South west region of Nigeria, S. Olawuyi and 
M. Adetunji [24] analyzed the incidence, severity 
and the determinants of household poverty in 
Ogbomoso Agricultural Zone of Oyo State. They 
found that poverty rises with the increase in 
household size while it reduces with increase in 
level of education, farm size and participation in 
non-farm jobs as alternative sources of livelihood 
(livelihood diversification). According to the re- 
sult, gender, household size, years spent in 
school, farm size and non-farm jobs were found 
to be important and significant factors determin- 
ing poverty in the study area. Still in the same 
region, 0. Igbalajobi [17] analyzed the determi- 
nants of poverty among rural farmers in Ondo 
State. The result of the Logit model indicated that 
age, gender, marital status, household size, access 
to credit, farm income and educational level of 
respondents were the major determinants of 
poverty among rural farm households. 

Researcher S. Akinbode [3] also assessed the 
poverty situation and its determinants among 
urban households in the south-west region of Ni- 
geria. The FGT decomposition poverty in the area 
showed that 34 percent of the households were 
poor with a poverty gap and severity indices of 
0.11 and 0.06 respectively. The study further re- 
vealed that educational level of heads, household 
size, gender of heads, dependency ratio and ac- 
cess to credit exerted significant effect on house- 
hold poverty in the region. Another study in the 
region conducted by A. Adetayo [1] examined the 
poverty status of farm households in Ogun State. 
Poverty incidence was found to be higher among 
male headed (60 %) and farming (63.9 %) 
households and those having over five members 
(66.1 %). The Logit regression further indicates 
that the likelihood of being poor were more with 
large households, non-educated farm households 
head and households without access to credit 
and other non-farm income. Researchers 
F. Ogwumike and M. Akinnibosun [22] were con- 
cerned with the determinants of poverty among 
farming households in Nigeria. Their study 
adopted the National Bureau of Statistics (NBS) 


measure of poverty and employed the logit re- 
gression model to estimate the effect of the socio- 
economic variables on poverty among farming 
households. Their results showed high incidence 
of poverty among farming households. Age, size 
of household, income, and number of farms were 
found to be the major determinants of poverty 
among farming households. 

In the South-South region of Nigeria, 
S. Edoumiekumo, M. Tamarauntari and S. Steve 
[14] examined the incidence, depth and severity 
of poverty in Bayelsa state. Results from the logit 
regression showed that agriculture and house- 
hold size increases the probability that a house- 
hold will be poor while dwelling in the urban 
area; being headed by male, a naira increase in 
households per capita expenditure on education 
and per capita expenditure on health and a year’s 
increase in the number of years spent in school 
by household head reduces the probability that a 
household will be poor. Recently, in the South 
West, scientists B. Awotide, T. Awoyemi and 
I. Oluwatayo [10] assessed income inequality and 
poverty among rural households in Akinyele lo- 
cal government area, of Oyo State. The study re- 
vealed that income was more evenly distributed 
among the female headed households than the 
male counterparts in the study area. Empirical 
result revealed that, number of dependent ratio 
and households’ size significantly increases the 
probability of falling below the poverty line 
among the respondents. The result further 
showed that, access to credit and contact with 
extension agents had significant poverty reduc- 
ing effects. In the Northern region of Nigeria, 
K. Duniya and G. Rekwot [13] investigated the 
determinants of poverty among groundnut farm- 
ing households in Jigawa State. Result showed 
that, age of household head, marital status of 
household head, education, and membership of 
cooperative had negative relationship with pov- 
erty incidence while farming experience and ex- 
tension contact had positive significant relation- 
ship. 

From the pool of literature in Nigeria, it is evi- 
denced that, not much information on poverty 
and income inequality of rural farm households 
existed in the South-South region. The region 
needs empirical evidence to generate reliable 
policy framework for sustainable rural house- 
hold poverty reduction strategy. Hence, this 
study was designed to fill this research gap in the 
literature. 
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Research Methodology 

The Study Area. The study was conducted in 
Akwa Ibom State, located in the Southern region 
of Nigeria. It is located between latitudes 4°321 
and 5°331 North and longitudes 7°251 and 
8°251 east. It has a total land area of areas of 
7,246 km2. The mean annual temperature of the 
state lies between 26 °C and 29 °C and average 
sunshine of about 1,450 hours per year. The 
mean annual rainfall ranges from 2,000 mm to 
3,000 mm, depending on the area. Naturally, 
maximum humidity is recorded in July while the 
minimum occurs in January. The state is bor- 
dered on the East by Cross River State, on the 
West by Rivers State and Abia State, and on the 
South by the Atlantic Ocean. Akwa Ibom State has 
a population of about 3,902,051 and a population 
density of 634 persons per square kilometres 
[20]. The state is basically an agrarian society 
where crops like maize, okra, waterleaf, cassava, 
yam and rice are cultivated in large quantities. 
Fishery including aquaculture; livestock and 
poultry businesses thrives well in the State. The 
state was picked among other states in the region 
because of it rich agricultural potentials. In addi- 
tion, the state has well demarcated rural and ur- 
ban areas. Furthermore, the geography of the 
state supports diverse agricultural activities, in 
addition to has been one of the most peaceful 
States in region and Nigeria. 

Sample Size Selection. Following the work of 
Cochran (1963), a representative sample size 
from a large population of farmers in the study 
area was obtained using the equation (1) speci- 
fied below: 


where S n - the required sample size; 

z - the standard normal variety (at 95 % confidence 
interval, type 1 error; 1.96); 

p - the expected proportion of farmers in the popula- 
tion (we assumed that 60 % of the population are 
farmers from 1995 farm survey in the State) 
d - the absolute error or precision at 5 % type 1 error. 


However, the study adopted proportional sam- 
pling method in the study area, hence a total of 
390 (three hundred and ninety respondents) 
were used in the study. 

Data Source and Sampling Procedures. Pri- 
mary data were used and respondents were ru- 
ral farming household heads (including crop and 
animal farmers and aquaculture). Combination of 
sampling methods was used to select respon- 
dents. Firstly, two local government areas with 
clearly distinct rural areas were purposively se- 
lected from the three Senatorial districts in the 
State. A total of six (6) local government areas 
were selected and used for data collection. In the 
second stage, five rural villages were randomly 
sampled from each of the six local government 
areas selected. A total of thirty rural villages were 
randomly sampled from the six local government 
areas used for data collection. In the third stage, 
thirteen (13) farmers were randomly picked 
from each of the sampled village. Hence, a total of 
three hundred and ninety (390) farmers were 
randomly sampled and used for data collection. 

Empirical Model. The Foster-Greer-Thorbecke 
(FGT) model was used to analyze poverty status 
of the rural farming households. The FGT poverty 
index is generally expressed as thus (3): 



where n - total number of households in population; 
q - the number of poor households; 

Z - the poverty line for the household; 

Yj - per capita household income for zth farmer; 

a - poverty aversion parameter and takes on value 0, 
1 and 2; 

( Z - proportion shortfall in income below the 
poverty line. 

Decomposition of poverty index. Following Fos- 
ter-Greer-Thorbecke (FGT) model, household 
poverty can be decomposed into the following 
sub-units: 

a) When a = 0, then FGT index is expressed as: 


The sample size is derived as shown in equa- 
tion (2). 


Sn ~ 


( 1 . 96 ) 2 0 . 60 ( 1 — 0 . 60 ) 
( 0 . 05) 2 


= 369. 


( 2 ) 
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This is called the Incidence of poverty or head- 
count index, which measures the proportion of 
farmers that is poor or falls below the poverty 
line. This gives the head count ratio or the inci- 
dence of poverty which is the percentage of re- 
spondents that are poor or whose per capita 
household income is below the poverty line. 

b) When a = 1, then FGT index is expressed as: 


Determinants of poverty among Rural Farm- 
ing Households in Akwa Ibom State. To deter- 
mine factors that influence poverty among rural 
households in Akwa Ibom, a Tobit regression 
model was specified. Implicitly, the specified 
model is shown in equation as follows (7) -(8): 

G (Yi/Xt) = XtP, (7) 



This is called Poverty depth or Poverty gap index, 
which measures the extent to which individuals 
fall below the poverty line as a proportion of the 
poverty line. It reflects both incidence and depth 
of poverty or the proportion of the poverty line 
that the average poor will require to attain to the 
poverty line. 

c) When a -2, then FGT index is expressed as: 



Y t *=X i p + e i , (8) 

where / = 1, 2, 3, ..., n. 

Y - a latent response variable that is observed for 
values greater than a non-stochastic constant (fQ de- 
fine as poverty line and censor otherwise; 

X i - an observed 1 x k vector of explanatory vari- 
ables; 

2 

Sj ~ i. i .d. N(0, CT~ ] and is independent of X ■ . 

The observed Y) is defined by the following 
measurement equation (9): 


This is called Poverty severity index which 
measures the squares of the poverty gaps rela- 
tive to the poverty line. The index measures the 
severity of poverty which is the mean of square 
proportion of the poverty gap. When multiplied 
by 100, it gives the percentage by which a poor 
household’s per capita income should increase to 
push them out of poverty. 

Measurement of Poverty Line. This was done to 
separate farming households into poor and non- 
poor groups. As a benchmark, two-third of the 
mean per-capita income was used as a threshold. 
Households whose mean per-capita income fall 
below the poverty line are regarded as being 
poor while those with their per-capita income is 
on or above the benchmark are non-poor. 


Household income 

Household Per Capita Income(HPCI)= ; — — 

Household Size (HHS) 


Total Household per capita Income (THPCI)= y HPCI 
Mean Total per capita income (MTHPCI)=THPCI/n 
Then Poverty Line (PL)= (-J (MTHPCI) 


r _ ( Y* if Y* < K, 

1 ~ f o i f r > k; ' 


( 9 ) 


The implicit form of Tobit model can further be 
expressed as thus (10): 



Yj=Xj/3+ ifY* <K) where V r i.i.d. N(0,X) 

0=Xj/3+ ifY*>K) where Vj~i.i.d.N(0,8 2 ) ’ 


( 10 ) 


Yj is the dependent variable. Y i is observed and 

a continuous variable when a rural household 
per capita income is below than the poverty line 

income (K^), it is not observed otherwise. Y t is 
the rural household per capita income. X- is a 
vector of explanatory variables, /? is a vector of 
unknown coefficient or parameter and is an 
independently distributed error term. The mar- 

ginal effect on the latent dependent variable Y 
is expressed as follows (11): 


SY* _ SE\Y*\ _ _ 
SXi ~ SXi ~ 


( 11 ) 
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Explicitly, the Tobit model used in this study is 
expressed as thus (12): 

POV=d 0 +d 1 AGE+d 2 GEN+d 3 EDU+ 

+B 4 MAR+ i9 s SOC+ & 6 ICT+ ff 7 LA O + 

+ B 8 NFI+ 9 g HHS+ i9 ]0 EXP+i9] 1 FA 1+ (12) 

+ B/3 12 DEP+B 13 EXT+Uj 

where POV - Poverty incidence in a respondent 
household as defined in equation (10); 

AGE - Age of farming household head (years); 

GEN - Gender of farming household head (1 - male 
household head, and 0 for female household head); 
HHS - Household size (number); 

EDU - Formal education of household head (years); 
SOC - Membership in a social organization (years); 
LAO - Land ownership structure (1 for inheritance 
and 0 otherwise); 

EXT - Household head's access to extension agent in 
the last farming season (dummy, 1 for yes and 0 for 
no); 

MAR - Marital status of respondent (dummy 1 for 
married and 0 otherwise); 

DEP - Dependent ratio (number of Children less ears 
plus adult greater than 65 year the household size); 
NFI - Non -farm income of respondents (Naira); 

FAI - Farm income of farming household head 
(Naira); 

ICT - household head access to ICT facilities (dummy, 
1 for yes and 0 for No); 

U = stochastic error term. 

Measurement of Income Inequality among 
Farming Households in the study area. The 

study used Gini coefficient to measure income 
inequality among farming households in the 
study area. It is defined as a ratio with values 
range from 0 to 1. The numerator is the area be- 
tween the Lorenz curve of the distribution and 
the uniform distribution line; the denominator is 
the area under the uniform distribution line. The 
Gini index is the Gini coefficient expressed as a 
percentage. Gini coefficient of 0 corresponds to 
perfect income equality (i.e. everyone has the 
same income) and 1 corresponds to perfect in- 
come inequality (i.e. one person has all the in- 
come, while everyone else has zero income). As 
proposed by Brown, the coefficient is expressed 
as thus (13): 

G= |l-ELi(*fc-*fc-i)(^ + W>l (13) 


where G = Gini coefficient; 

X k = Cumulated proportion of population variable; 
Y k = Cumulated proportion of income variable. 

Verification of Multicollinearity among Ex- 
planatory Variables used in the Analysis. Mul- 
ticollinearity is among the commonest econo- 
metric problems of the cross sectional data 
analysis. This property of econometric was veri- 
fied among explanatory variables to ensure the 
econometric stability and reliability of the re- 
gression estimates. The Variance Inflating Factor 
(VIF) was estimated and used to verify the pres- 
ence of the multicollinearity among the explana- 
tory variables. For VIF, the minimum possible 
value is 1.0; while value greater than 10 indicates 
a probably collinearity between the specified ex- 
planatory variable in question and the rest of the 
predictors in the model. According to [16], VIF is 
estimated using the formula stated below (14): 

VIFj = {1/1 - Rf], (14) 

where Rf represents the multiple correlation coeffi- 
cient between one of the explanatory variable (desig- 
nated as dependent variable) and the other specified 
explanatory variables in the study. 

The explicit model explaining the above mecha- 
nism is shown in equation (15). 

Xj = <Po + <P\Xi + (P 2 X 2 3 b <PnX n + £ n ■ (15) 

Result and Discussion 

The Socio-economic Characteristic of Respon- 
dents. The descriptive statistics of farmers in the 
study area is shown in Table 1. The result re- 
vealed an average age of about 42.5 years for the 
farming population in the study area. This means 
that, most farmers in the area are fast aging out 
from active farming age. This result calls for an 
urgent move by government of the region and all 
stake holders to mobilize younger ones into 
farming businesses in the area. Farmers’ average 
period of formal education stood at 12.30 years. 
This result connotes that, most farmers in the 
area are educated, and there is high possibility of 
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agricultural innovation adoption among them. 
About 62.30 % of the sampled farmers were 
male farmers. The result also showed that, 
89.50 % of farmers sampled were married. Social 
capital formation among farmers was low in the 
study area, as shown by an average of about 2 
years in social organizations. It was also discov- 


ered that, a farmer browse the internet at least of 
2.6 times a month. The result further showed 
that, about 66.70 % of farmers owned farm land 
either by inheritance or purchase. The rest ac- 
quired farm lands through lease and borrowed 
arrangement among others. 


Table 1 - Descriptive Statistics and socio-economic of rural farming household heads in Southern Nigeria (Both 
poor and Non-poor respondents) 


Variable 

Mean 

Minimum 

Maximum 

Std. Dev. 

C.V. 

POV 

3903.04 

0.00000 

17142.9 

5381.02 

1.379 

AGE 

42.449 

21.000 

65.000 

8.046 

0.189 

HHS 

5.759 

1.000 

16.000 

2.508 

0.436 

DEP 

0.485 

0.000 

2.000 

0.385 

0.794 

EXP 

13.877 

0.000 

45.000 

8.529 

0.615 

SOC 

2.267 

0.000 

25.000 

4.424 

1.952 

LAO 

0.667 

0.000 

1.000 

0.472 

0.708 

FAI 

97010 

0.000 

500000. 

117459. 

1.211 

ICT 

2.574 

0.000 

80.000 

10.304 

4.003 

NFI 

33160 

0.000 

1.680000 

97951.0 

2.954 

EXT 

0.821 

0.000 

1.000 

0.384 

0.468 

GEN 

0.623 

0.000 

1.000 

0.485 

0.779 

MAR 

0.895 

0.000 

1.000 

0.307 

0.343 

EDU 

12.295 

0.000 

15.000 

3.454 

0.281 


Source: Computed by authors, 2015. Note monetary value is expressed in Naira. Variables are as defined 
previously. 


An average farm income stood at N97010 in the 
study area; whereas the non-farm income was 
N33160. Farmers have moderate family size with 
a mean household size of 6 members; while ex- 
tension agent visit average at 8 times per season. 
The farming experience among respondents av- 
eraged at about 14 years in the study area. 

Test result to verify collinearity among speci- 
fied explanatory variables used. Table 2 pre- 
sents the Variance Inflating Factor (VIF) test and 
tolerance factor test results used to verify the 
status of multicollinearity of explanatory vari- 
ables used in the Tobit regression model. 

The result reveals that there was no serious or 
significant collinearity among explanatory vari- 
ables in the specified Tobit model. For instance, 
the estimated VIF with respect to each variable 
was greater than unity, but less than the thresh- 
old value of 10. The tolerance factor was also less 
than unity validating the VIF results. 


Table 2 - The Variance Inflation factors (VIF) test 
result 


Variables 

VIF estimates 

Tolerance Factor 

AGE 

1.543 

0.6809 

HHS 

1.326 

0.7541 

DEP 

1.113 

0.8985 

EXP 

1.410 

0.7092 

SOC 

1.251 

0.7994 

LAO 

1.135 

0.8811 

FAI 

1.164 

0.8591 

ICT 

1.069 

0.9355 

NFI 

1.033 

0.9681 

EXT 

1.084 

0.9225 

GEN 

1.077 

0.9285 

MAR 

1.050 

0.9524 

EDU 

1.058 

0.9452 


Source: Computed by authors using gretl software. 


The result suggests that, the explanatory vari- 
ables specified do not cluster together or exhib- 
ited multi-collinearity tendencies. 
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This implies that the estimates of the Tobit model 
to an appreciable extent are consistent, best, and 
unbiased. In other words, the estimates of the 
Tobit model are stable over time. 

Poverty Status and Income inequality among 
rural Farmers in Akwa Ibom State. Poverty lev- 
els among sampled farmers in the State were 
analyzed using the three indicators of poverty as 
highlighted in the Foster, Greer and Thorbecke 
(FGT) model. The indicators were: the incidence 
of poverty, poverty depth and severity of pov- 
erty. Result in Table 3 revealed that, the index of 
prevalence or incidence of poverty among male 
and female farming population was 0.3308 and 
0.2205 respectively. 


Table 3: Poverty and income inequality Parameters of 
Rural farming Households in Akwa Ibom State 


Indicators 

Male 

Female 

Total 

Incidence of 
poverty 

0.3308 

0.2205 

0.5513 

Poverty depth 

0.1873 

0.1377 

0.3250 

Poverty 
severity index 

0.1406 

0.1064 

0.2470 

Poverty line 
income 

17248.37 

17248.37 

17248.37 

Population 
Mean per 
capita income 

25872.56 

25872.56 

25872.56 

Total 

respondents 

243 

147 

390 

Farming 
households 
under poverty 
line 

129 

86 

215 

Farming 
household 
above poverty 
line 

114 

61 

175 

Gini Coeficient 

0.4210 

0.4531 

0.7801 

Gini Coefficient 
index (%) 

42.10 

45.31 

78.01 

Mean per 
capita income 
of poor 

7479.45 

6480.66 

7079.934 


Source: Computed by authors, 2016. Note monetary 
value is expressed in Naira. 


This means that about 33.08 % of male farmers 
and 22.05 % of e female farmers in the region are 
deep in poverty or have their per capita income 


less than the poverty line income. The result 
shows that, in the rural areas male farmers are 
more vulnerable to poverty than their female 
counterparts in the State. The finding corre- 
sponded to the report [1] in Ogun State. It is sug- 
gested that, the culture and the societal value 
prevailed in the study area could be the principal 
contributor to this result. The overall index of 
poverty index was 0.5513, this shows that about 
55.13 % of rural farmers’ population in the study 
area is poor or have per capita income below the 
poverty line income. This means that majority of 
rural farming households in the region live in 
poverty. This scenario is a threat to future farm- 
ing sustainability in the region. An urgent policy 
aim at increasing farm income of rural farmers is 
strongly advocated. This will help to curtail rural 
- urban migration and agricultural diversification 
as well as reduce the menace of poverty among 
rural farmers in the region. 

The result also revealed the poverty depths of 
0.1873 for male respondents and 0.1377 for fe- 
male farmers in the study area. The result implies 
that, about 18.73 % and 13.77 % of per capita 
income is needed to bring poor male and female 
farmers respectively from below poverty line up 
to the poverty line income. This means that, pov- 
erty incidence is more among male farmers com- 
pared to female farmers in Akwa Ibom State. The 
overall population poverty depth index stood at 
0.3250, implying that, about 32.50 % of per cap- 
ita income is required to push poor rural poor 
farmers from below poverty up to the threshold 
poverty line income in the study area. 

The severity of poverty index was 0.1406 for 
male headed households and 0.1064 for female 
headed households in the study area. This result 
means that, male farmers need about 14.06 % 
increases in per capita income to push them 
away from severe poverty. Likewise, the female 
farmers need about 10.64 % increment in per 
capita income to escape from severe poverty. An 
average severe poverty index of 0.2470 was dis- 
covered for the population. This means that, 
about 24.70 % of per capita income is required to 
push rural farmers’ population trap by severe 
poverty to the poverty line. This finding is in con- 
sonance with research report [3] in south-west 
region of Nigeria. 

The estimated poverty indices based on the so- 
cioeconomic characteristics of rural farming 
households is presented in Table 4. The result 
shows that the prevalence of poverty was higher 
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among households with fewer members 
(37.69 %) than those with much more members 
(17.44 %). 


Table 4: Poverty Indices based on the Socio- 
economic Qualities of rural farming households in 
Akwa I bom State 


Socio-economic 

Characteristics 

Prevalence 
of Poverty 

Poverty 

Depth 

Severity 

of 

Poverty 

Household Size 
(Members) 

1-6 

7-16 

0.3769 

0.1744 

0.2348 

0.0902 

0.1880 

0.0590 

Age Distribution 
(Years) 

21-35 

36-50 

51-65 

0.1308 

0.3615 

0.0589 

0.0725 

0.2210 

0.0314 

0.0559 

0.1711 

0.0200 

Education 

(Years) 

0-12 

13-15 

0.3103 

0.2410 

0.1799 

0.1452 

0.1360 

0.1110 

Membership in 
Social Group 
(years) 

0-10 

11-25 

0.5410 

0.0103 

0.3183 

0.0067 

0.2426 

0.0044 

Farming 

Experience 

(Years) 

0-20 

21-45 

0.4718 

0.0795 

0.2722 

0.0528 

0.2030 

0.0440 

Access to 
Extension 
Services 
(dummy) 

Yes 

No 

0.4487 

0.1026 

0.2675 

0.0575 

0.2065 

0.0405 

Land Ownership 
structure 

Inheritance 

Others 

0.3641 

0.1872 

0.1941 

0.1309 

0.1399 

0.1071 


Source: Computed by authors, 2016. Note monetary 
value is expressed in Naira 


This result implies that, households with many 
members will likely have many alternative 
sources of income and extensive family labour 
for farming activities. In a rural setting, increase 
family labour will lower farm recurrent expendi- 
ture and probably increases the household per 
capita income. 


Also, poverty incidence existed more among 
household heads whose ages range from 36 to 50 
years (36.15 %) than those of 21 to 35 years 
(13.08 %) and 51 to 65 years (5.89 %). The rea- 
soning behind this result follows that; age range 
of 21 to 35 years are youthful and may not be 
saddle with much household responsibilities; 
while the age range of 51 to 65 years are aged 
and are mostly catered for by the younger mem- 
bers of the society. 

A lot of economic incentives like remittances, 
pension, alms and rent from landed properties 
among others are available for this group of 
farming household heads. On the other hand, age 
group of 36 to 50 years represents a very active 
age range. Mostly they are saddled with heavy 
household responsibilities and have much inter- 
est on farm investments, and hence lower house- 
hold per capita income. 

It is also observed that, respondents with higher 
number of years of formal education (24.10 %) 
are less poor compared with those with fewer 
years (31.03 %). The reason could be the expo- 
sure and degree of technology adoption which is 
positively correlated with increase in years of 
formal education. Similar results are reported for 
membership in a social organization and farming 
experience of household heads. Those farming 
household heads with fewer numbers of years in 
a social organization and farming are poorer than 
those with many years of farming experience and 
membership in a social organization. Long mem- 
bership in a social organization promotes social 
capital formation and sharpens farming experi- 
ence as well as income generating capacity of 
members. 

Furthermore, respondents that have access to 
agricultural extension services (44.87 %) were 
poorer than those without contact (10.26 %). 
This result pinpointed to the quality of informa- 
tion transfer and the efficiency in extension ser- 
vice delivery in the state. This is a clarion call for 
improve service delivery by the extension service 
system in the state. The prevalence of poverty 
was higher among respondents that inherited 
their farmland than those that acquired other- 
wise. Land fragmentation has contributed to this 
result. It is also expected that farmers that ac- 
quired farm land apart from inheritance are 
business conscious or commercial oriented 
farmers. Hence, they will likely consider farming 
as a business rather than a mere occupation. 
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Gini Coefficient of rural farming households in 
Akwa Ibom State. The estimated Gini coefficient 
showed that income inequality existed among 
male and female rural farming households in the 
region. The result showed that income inequality 
is more conspicuous among female farmers than 
the male farmers. A Gini coefficient index of 
45.31 % for female farmers is higher than 
42.10 % for the male farmers in the region. This 


implies that, farm income is more evenly distrib- 
uted among the male respondents than the fe- 
male counterparts. 

Determinants of Poverty among rural farming 
households in Akwa Ibom State. Tobit model 
estimates used to identify determinants of pov- 
erty among rural farming households in Akwa 
Ibom State is shown in Table 5. 


Table 5: Estimates of Tobit Model (Determinants of Poverty among rural farm households in Akwa Ibom State) 


Variable 

Coefficient 

Standard Error 

Z-value 

P-values 

Constant 

-8051.33 

3099.44 

-2.5977*** 

0.0094 

AGE 

149.442 

56.1536 

2.6613*** 

0.0078 

HHS 

1445.41 

162.776 

8.8798*** 

<0.0001 

DEP 

439.739 

1158.15 

0.3797 

0.7042 

EXP 

-147.273 

58.1271 

-2.5336** 

0.0113 

SOC 

-357.114 

88.6434 

-4.0287*** 

<0.0001 

LAO 

3956.92 

957.016 

4.1346*** 

<0.0001 

FAI 

-0.0818876 

0.006490 

-12.6175*** 

<0.0001 

ICT 

-27.3812 

37.1789 

-0.7365 

0.4614 

NFI 

-0.0347875 

0.01142 

-3.0470*** 

0.0023 

EXT 

-178.332 

1014.59 

-0.1758 

0.8605 

GEN 

1808.46 

865.566 

2.0893** 

0.0367 

MAR 

380.163 

1235.52 

0.3077 

0.7583 

EDU 

-7.59299 

2.29646 

-3.3064*** 

0.0011 


Log Likelihood 

-2260.46 


Chi-square (13) 

222.85*** 

Normality test (2) 

29.39*** 


Hannan-Quinn 

4574.50 

Akaike Criterion 

4550.91 


Schwarz Criterion 

4610.41 


Source: Computed by authors using gretl software, data from field survey 2014/2015. Asterisks *, ** and *** 
represent significant levels at 10 %, 5 % and 1 % respectively. Variables are as defined in equation 5. 


The diagnostic statistics of the estimated model 
revealed that, the Chi-square (13) of 222.85 is 
significant at 1 % probability level. This indicates 
that the specified Tobit model has a strong ex- 
planatory power, hence goodness of fit. It also 

confirmed that the estimated Pseudo R is sta- 
tistically significant. This means that, important 
variables that influenced occurrence of poverty 
among rural farming households were included 
in the specified Tobit model. 

The empirical result revealed that, age of house- 
hold head has a significant positive relationship 
with occurrence of poverty among rural farming 
household in Akwa Ibom State. This implies that, 
as farmer’s age advances, the tendency of being 
poor increases too. In the analysis of poverty we 
discovered the age range of 36 to 50 years as a 


critical period where poverty becomes so promi- 
nent among farming household heads in the 
study area. The result indicates that, a unit in- 
crease in age of a poor farming household head 
will lead to a reduction in its household per cap- 
ita income by approximately N150 from the pov- 
erty line or alternatively increases poverty inci- 
dence. This finding could be as a result of enor- 
mous family responsibilities often accompanied a 
typical rural African family. The issue of culture 
and extended family system in most rural com- 
munities in the study area could be partly re- 
sponsible for this result. Similar finding have 
been reported in other region of Nigeria by [8, 
13,17,22], 

The coefficient of the household size in the model 
is positive and statistically significant at 1 % 
probability level. This means that, increase in 
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household size will increase prevalence of pov- 
erty among poor farming households in the study 
area. The result satisfies the priori expectation; 
because increase in household size is directly re- 
lated to increase in household’s expenditure. In- 
crease in household size also portrays increase in 
non-farm budgetary allocation and perhaps re- 
duction in farm investment and income generat- 
ing capacity. This means that, increase in house- 
hold size is also associated with increase in fam- 
ily responsibility and reduction in per capita 
household income. This invariably means that 
farmers with high household size will likely have 
per capita income deep below the poverty line 
income. For instance, the result revealed that, 
one unit increase in the household size will in- 
crease poverty incidence by reducing poor 
household’s per capita income by N1445.41. The 
result corroborates with the research findings of 
[1, 3, 8, 10, 13, 14, 17, 21, 22, 24], 

The result also showed a positive significant rela- 
tionship between structure of land ownership 
and prevalence of poverty among farming 
households in the study area. This means that, 
increase in the number of inherited farm land 
increases the prevalence of poverty among farm- 
ing households in Akwa Ibom State. The size of 
the marginal effect shows that, the structure of 
land ownership is the most important determi- 
nants of poverty among farming households in 
the study area. For instance, one unit increase in 
the number of inherited farmland among farming 
households increases poverty incidence by re- 
ducing their per capita income by N3956.92. In a 
typical rural setting in the southern region of Ni- 
geria, genuine and commercially oriented farm- 
ers have difficulty in acquiring land due to in- 
creasing land fragmentation, tenure system, ur- 
banization and high population density as well as 
other cultural barriers in the zone. The result 
suggests that, most poor farming households in 
the study area operate on fragmented inherited 
farm lands which do not encourage commercial- 
ized farming or considerable farm investment for 
higher income generation. This finding calls for 
an urgent need to revisit most of the land owner- 
ship policies in Akwa Ibom State. There is also 
need to develop marginal lands and encourage 
cooperative farming in the region. Reseachers 
B. Asogwa, }. Umeh and V. Okwoche [8] have re- 
ported similar finding. 

The slope coefficient of gender (i.e. male house- 
hold heads among sampled respondents) is posi- 


tively correlated with poverty among farming 
households in the study area. This means that, 
poverty increases more among male household 
heads compared to the female counterparts. The 
result revealed that, a number increase in the 
male household head among farming house- 
holds’ increases poverty incidence by reducing 
households’ per capita income by an average of 
N1808.46. This result could be due to the cultural 
believed in the study domain which delegated 
more responsibilities to the male folks and the 
issue of extended family system. The result 
agrees with the findings of S. Olawuyi and 
M. Adetunji [24], 0. Igbalajobi, A. Fatuase and 
I. Ajibefun [17] and S. Akinbode [3] in Nigeria. 

On the other hand, the relationship between 
poverty incidence and farming experience of 
farming household head is negative and statisti- 
cally significant. This connotes that, as farming 
experience increases, it will dwindle the preva- 
lence of poverty among poor farming household 
heads. For instance, a unit increase in farming 
experience of poor farming household heads in 
the study area will decrease poverty incidence by 
appreciating their per capita household income 
by N147.27. This result satisfies priori expecta- 
tion because increase in farming experience will 
increase the probability of adopting better tech- 
nology and best farm management practices 
which will eventually increase farm household 
income. Researchers like [8, 13, 21] obtained 
similar result in other regions of the country. 

The coefficient of farmers’ membership in social 
organization also exhibited a strong negative 
correlation with prevalence of poverty among 
farmers in Akwa Ibom State. This means that, in- 
crease in years of membership in social societies 
reduces incidence of poverty by increasing per 
capita household income by N357.ll. This result 
suggests that, social capital helped in poverty re- 
duction among rural farmers in the region. Social 
capital formation is essential in sharing ideas, 
information and technology among farmers. So- 
cial networking among farmers is capable of 
stimulating market for agricultural goods 
thereby enhancing farm income. Also, it is a fo- 
rum for sharing benefits of technology and ex- 
periences which help to improved farm income. 
The finding is in line with the report [8, 13, 21] in 
Nigeria. 

Similarly, farmers’ farm income and non-farm 
income have negative association with poverty 
prevalence among farmers in the region. Alterna- 
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tively, increase in farmers’ farm and non-farm 
income reduce poverty incidence among them. 
Empirically, the result shows that, a unit increase 
in farm and non-farm income significantly reduce 
the incidence of poverty by increasing farmers’ 
household per capita income marginally by 
NO. 08 and NO. 04 respectively. The finding shows 
that, these variables should be considered as 
among important variables in tackling poverty 
among farmers in the State. The size of the mar- 
ginal effect suggests that rural farmers in the 
study area are willing to stay in agricultural pro- 
duction. The magnitude of coefficient of the non- 
farm income also suggests that, agricultural di- 
versification tendencies among rural poor farm- 
ers are low while farming is the major livelihood 
activities among them. Researchers like [17, 22, 
24] have discovered similar result in other region 
of the country. 

The marginal effect years of formal education has 
negative relationship with incidence of poverty 
among youth farmers in the study area. A unit 
increase in formal education reduces poverty in- 
cidence by increasing the household per capita 
income of farmers by N7.59. The result indicates 
that, increase in years of education reduces the 
incidence of poverty among rural farmers in the 
State. The result satisfies the priori expectation 
as increase in formal education will likely in- 
crease the exposure, interaction and economic 
opportunities of rural farmers. With increase in 
education, rural farmers can access loanable 
fund, ICT facilities and explore various routes for 
accessing other farm incentives. Increase in edu- 
cation is often linked to increase in capital forma- 
tion and adoption of risky farm exercise. The 
finding agrees with other empirical findings such 
as [3, 8, 17,21,24], 

Conclusion, Summary and Recommendations 

The study analyzed the poverty status, determi- 
nants of poverty and income inequality among 
rural farmers in Akwa Ibom State, Nigeria. The 
welfare of rural farmers is paramount in sustain- 
ing agricultural production in the region. Analyz- 
ing the poverty status of rural farmers is one way 
of identifying suitable policy variables needed by 
policy makers to form and implement sound pol- 
icy framework for rural farm development. The 
study showed that, there is significant prevalence 
of poverty and income inequality among male 
and female farming household heads in Akwa 


Ibom State. It is revealed that, about 33.03 % and 
22.05 % of male and female farmers respectively 
languished in poverty in the study domain. The 
estimated Gini coefficients indicate that, female 
headed farming households have higher index of 
income inequality compared to the male coun- 
terpart. The empirical result revealed that, 
household head’s years in social organization, 
level of formal education, amount of non-farm 
and farm incomes as well as farming experience 
are negative drivers of poverty among rural 
farming households in Akwa Ibom State. On the 
other hand, household head age, household size, 
nature of land ownership and male gender of 
household head positively correlated with pov- 
erty incidence in the study area. 

Based on findings of the research, the following 
recommendations were proposed: 

1. A sound family welfare package should be de- 
sign and implemented in the rural communities 
to check excessive family expenditure by farm- 
ers. 

2. Empowering and strengthening of farmers’ 
groups/social capital formation in the rural 
communities will help to reduce poverty and in- 
come inequality among rural farmers. 

3. The agricultural extension system in the State 
should be strengthened to impact positively on 
rural famers’ income. 

4. Marginal farm land should be developed and 
farm lands re-distributed to both male and fe- 
male farming household heads in the State. 

5. A strong policy on family planning targeted on 
rural households should be enunciated and im- 
plemented to curtail excessive family expendi- 
ture among rural farmers in the state. 

6. It is suggested that, adult education policies 
should be re-visited; while government of the 
region should make concerted effort to improve 
educational facilities in the rural areas of the 
state. 
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HepaBeHCTBa aoxoaob cpeAM ce/ibCKMX (j)epMepcKnx xo3hmctb loxcHbix 
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AHHOTaijMfl. Cayaan 6 eAHOCTH HabaiOAaiOTCH cpeAH ceabCKHX 4>epMepcKHX xo3hhctb b pa3BHBaiOLAHXCfl 
CTpaHax. B pe3y/ibiaie coxpaHatOLAeroca coctohhhh 6 eAHOCTH cpeAH ceabCKHX c|)epMepcKHx xo3hhctb 
OTM enaeTCfl BHe3anHbM BcnaecK AUBepcucpuKaumi cpeACTB cymecTBOBaHMH h MHrpapHa H3 ceabCKHX 
panoHOB b ropoAa, mo npuBOAm k BbicoKOMy ypoBHio 6e3pa6oTHAbi b ropoAax. flaa Toro, mo 6 bi noMOHb 
C03AaTb noAXOABiAne MohnabHbie peweHHH Ana coaghctbhh peweHHio stoh npohaeMbi, aKTyaabHOH Ana 
IOro-io>KHOM pernoHe Hurepnn, b paMKax HacTOflLAero nccaeAOBaHHa Bbino/iHeH aHa/iM3 6 eAHOCTH h 
H epaBeHCTBa b AOxoAax. Bbi/in T3K>Ke BbmB/ieHbi AeTepMHHaHTbi 6 eAHOCTH cpeAH ce/ibCKHX cj)epMepcKMX 
X03HMCTB b Akwa Ibom State, HnrepHa. flaHHbie 6 bmn noayaeHbi ot 390 maB ceabCKHX cfiepMepcKHx 
X03HHCTB, pa3MemeHHblX B CeabCKOH MeCTHOCTH LUTaTa. ripn Cf)OpMHpOBaHHH Bbl 6 opKH 6 bl/lH HCn0/lb30BaHbl 
nepexpecTHbie AaHHbie. B HCC/ieAOBaHHH ncno/ib30BaHbi onncaTeabHbM mctoa h mctoa perpeccHOHHoro 
aHa/in3a (to6ht perpeccnn) a^^ aHa/in3a cobpaHHon HH^opMagHH. CoL|na/ibHO-3KOHOMHHecKHM aHa/iM3 
noKa3biBaei, hto pyKOBOAHTeaaMH 6 ojibiiinHCTBa c|}epMepcKMx xo3hhctb 6b\nv\ anga MywcKoro no/ia; cia>K 
pyKOBOACTBa - 12,3 ziei; cj)opMnpoBaHne cognaabHoro Kanma/ia 6 bmo HeAOCTaTOHHbiM, HecMOTpa Ha to, mo 
cpegHHH B03pacT cocTaBH/i 42.5 roAa. Oko/io 33,08 % ceMen, B03raaBaaeMbix MywaHHaMH h 22,05 % ceMen, 
B03r/iaB/iaeMbix weHigHHaMH, >KHByT HH>Ke aep™ OegHOCTH b HCcaegyeMOH 06 /iacTH. Mhagkc HepaBeHCTBa 
aoxoaob cocTaBM/i 0.4210 Ana c|)epMepcKHX xo3ahctb c MywaHHOH bo raaBe h 0.4531 Ana aHaaornaHbix 
xo3hhctb, B03maBafleMbix MeHLAHHaMH. OpeHKH To6ht Mogean noKa3aan, mo onbiT raaBbi ceabCKoro 
xo3aPicTBa, onbiT pa 6 o™ b obigecTBeHHOH opraHM3aAHn, ypoBeHb cpopMaabHoro o6pa30BaHna, aoxoaob 
C pepMbl H AOXOAOB B HeCeJlbCK0X03HMCTBeHH0M CeKTOpe HBaHKDTCH OTpHAaTeabHbie (JiaKTOpaMM, 
coAGHCTByKDLAHMH ceabCKOH 6 eAHOCTn b pernoHe. Bo3pacT cpepMepcKoro xo3flHCTBa, pa3Mep xo3HHCTBa, 
CTpyKTypa co6ctb6hhocth Ha 3eMaio h noa raaBbi xo3AHCTBa 6 bian noaowHTeabHbiMH cpaKTopaMH 6 eAHOCTH 
cpeAH ceabCKHX cfiepMepcKHX xo3hhctb. PeKOMeHAyeTca, npnMeHeHne naKeTOB copHaabHoro o 6 ecneaeHna 
ceMbH b ceabCKHX obiAHHax. KpoMe Toro, caeAyeT nooLgpmb cj)opMnpoBaHne copHaabHoro KanHTaaa cpeAH 
ceabCKHX cfiepMepcKHX xo3hhctb, npn ycaoBHH, mo noaHTHKa o6pa30BaHHa Ana B3pocabix Aon>KHa 6 biTb 
nepecMOTpeHa. llpaBHTeabCTBy pernoHa caeAyeT Taioxe yayauiHTb o6pa30BaTeabHbie yapewAeHHa b 
ceabCKOH MeCTHOCTH h CAeaaTb marginal 3eMan gocTynHbiMH Aaa MeHee npHBHaernpoBaHHbix cfiepMepoB. 

Keywords: ceabcxan MoaoAe>Kb; 6eAHOCTb; HepaBeHCTBO aoxoaob; ceabCKOxo3HHCTBeHHoe npoH3BOACTBo; 
HnrepHa. 
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